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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . Objection to the specification is withdrawn in view of applicants' amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. Rejection to claims 12-13 under U.S.C. 112, second paragraph is withdrawn in 
view of applicants' amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
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not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claims 12-13, 24-25, 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Golden (US 5,351 ,359). 

Golden teaches a method for cleaning ropes, lines or similar items (read as 
elongated article, abstract) comprising the step of attaching around the ropes, lines or 
similar items a cleaning device (Fig.1 , abstract) including a brush-like scrubbing medium 
(Fig. 2, abstract) and a hydrodynamic drag structure (note that any structure can be a 
hydrodynamic drag structure, since all structure will produce drag); and towing the 
ropes, lines, or similar items (Fig.1), which creates a drag with the hydrodynamic drag 
structure as the ropes, lines or similar items is moved along its longitudinal axis, the 
drag having the effect of moving the cleaning device along the ropes, lines or similar 
items relative to the ropes, lines or similar items. Although Golden does not specifically 
indicate cleaning a towed seismic streamer, since seismic streamer comprises an 
elongated structure, which is immersed in sea water for a long time and therefore is 
subject to fouling and Golden teaches cleaning of elongated structures, one skilled in 
the art would have found obvious to utilize the method of Golden to clean a towed 
seismic streamer with reasonable expectation of success. 

Regarding to claim 13, reciting the speed of movement of the appliance along the 
seismic streamer is in a range of between 0.5 and 2.5 meters per second, it is noted 
that these parameters are result effective, because they affect the scrubbing power of 
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the brush-like scrubbing medium, hence affecting the effectiveness of cleaning, and one 
skilled in the art would modify different variables to achieve optimum result, consult, In 
re Boesch, 617, F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

For claims 24 and 30, note that the method will maintain approximately constant 
orientation in relation of the longitudinal axis of the ropes, lines or similar items during 
the cleaning device moving along the ropes, lines or similar items, as a line (Fig.1 , #26) 
is provided to hold the cleaning device. 

For claim 25, note that the cleaning device comprises buoyancy means (col. 3, 

L.9). 

For claim 31 , since the method of Golden can be used to clean a chain, which 
has a uneven surface, one skilled in the art would have found obvious to utilize the 
method of Golden to clean a towed seismic streamer having an appendages (i.e. 
uneven surface) with reasonable expectation of success. Note that the cleaning method 
comprises the step of providing the cleaning device astride the whole surfaces of the 
rope, lines or similar items. 

7. Claims 26-27 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Golden (US 5,351 ,359) in view of Pickens (US 4,290,1 23). 
Golden teach a method cited above. 

Golden remains silent about the steps of positioning and guiding the cleaning 
appliance by means of at least one pair of members adapted to contact at low friction, 
respectively, approximately diametrically opposite portions of the outer tubular surface 
of the seismic streamer, wherein the members are rollers. 
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Pickens teaches a method comprising the step of positioning and guiding an 
device coupled on an array comprising the steps of positioning and guiding the cleaning 
appliance by means of at least one pair of roller (Fig. 5, #32a and #32b, col. 7, L.6-7) 
adapted to contact at low friction, respectively, approximately diametrically opposite 
portion of the outer tubular surface of the seismic streamer (Fig. 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Golden by adding the steps of positioning 
and guiding the cleaning appliance by means of at least one pair of members adapted 
to contact at low friction, respectively, approximately diametrically opposite portions of 
the outer tubular surface of the seismic streamer, wherein the members are rollers as 
inspired by Pickens to prevent the cleaning device from releasing the 
array/cable/streamer during cleaning operation, thus, enhance the cleaning efficiency. 

For claim 29, note that Pickens teaches moving the roller away from the contact 
(Fig. 2) and forcing the roller into contact with the outer surface of the array/cable (Fig.1 , 
col.6, L.2-4). 

8. Claims 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Golden (US 5,351,359) in view of JP 6-165336. 
Golden teaches a method cited above. 

Golden remains silent about the steps of positioning and guiding the cleaning 
appliance by means of at least one pair of members adapted to contact at low friction, 
respectively, approximately diametrically opposite portions of the outer tubular surface 
of the seismic streamer, wherein the member are rollers; and cleaning the streamer by 
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rotating at least two brushes positioned on either side of the streamer, said brushes 
being respectively driven by said rollers engaging the seismic streamer. 

However, JP 6-165336 teaches a method comprising position and guiding the 
cleaning appliance by means of at least one pair of members (Fig.1 , #2; and #5, #6 as a 
whole), comprising rollers (Fig.1 , #5 and #6 as a whole), adapted to contact at low 
friction, respectively, approximately diametrically opposite portions of the outer tubular 
surface of a cable; and cleaning the streamer by rotating at least two brushes (Fig.1, #6) 
positioned on either side of the streamer, said brushes being respectively driven by the 
rollers engaging the seismic streamer (Fig.1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Golden by adding the steps of positioning 
and guiding the cleaning appliance by means of at least one pair of members adapted 
to contact at low friction, respectively, approximately diametrically opposite portions of 
the outer tubular surface of the seismic streamer, wherein the member are rollers; and 
cleaning the streamer by rotating at least two brushes positioned on either side of the 
streamer, said brushes being respectively driven by said rollers engaging the seismic 
streamer as inspired by JP 6-165336 to prevent the cleaning device from releasing the 
cable/streamer during cleaning operation, thus, enhance the cleaning efficiency. 

Response to Arguments 
9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 12-13, 24-31 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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1 0. Regarding to applicants' argument that the cleaning method of Golden is 
incompatible with the context of the present invention, Examiner position is that one 
skilled in the art would found it obvious to clean the seismic streamer when towing the 
seismic streamer, which is similar to the cleaning of elongated object of Golden. Note 
that the streamer (Fig.1 , #7 of current application) near the drum (Fig.1 , #3 of current 
application) is not horizontal. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F. 2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

11. In response to applicants' argument regarding "brush cleaning art", examiner's 
position is that since applicants are using brushes to clean the surface of the seismic 
streamers (surface of a cable/rope/line-like article), using references teaching cleaning 
with brushes would be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the 
applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the 
claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to STEPHEN KO whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3726. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday, 7:30am to 
5:30pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Kornakov can be reached on 571-272-1303. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

SK 

/Michael Kornakov/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



